
CDPR Response – Comment Letter 7 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
7-1 Please see Master Response 5 
 
7-2 Please see Master Response 2 
 
7-3 Please see Master Response 5 
 
7-4 Please see Master Response 1 
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CDPR Response – Comment Letter 8 
 
 
 
 
 
8-1 Please see Master Response 1, No campsites are proposed at the south 

end of the Park 
8-2 Please see Master Response 3 
8-3 Please see Master Response 4 
8-4 Please see Master Response 5 
8-5 Please see Master Response 2 
8-6 Please see Master Response 3 
8-7 Please see Master Response 5 
8-8 The existing air quality would not be affected by the facilities 

proposed in the General Plan.  A permanent restroom facility would 
have less odor than a chemical toilet, which could be placed on site at 
any time for health and safety.  Please see Master Response 5 

8-9 Please see Master Response 5 
8-10 Please see Master Response 7 
8-11 Please see Master Responses, 1, 3, & 4.  It is the intention of CDPR to 

balance the needs of the existing and future Park users while working 
with adjacent property owners. 

8-12 Please see Master Response 3 and 8-11.  Additionally, population and 
housing growth is a common issue in California.  Park staff working 
on the General Plan include professional planners and land use 
experts. 

8-13 Please see Master Response 5.  A new ranger was recently assigned to 
patrol SSPSHP. 

8-14 The guidelines were created to enhance the goals in the General Plan.  
These are meant to provide park staff with a framework for managing 
the Park.  The adjacent property owners on Lilac Lane are in favor of 
the Preferred Alternative of the General Plan.  This letter and it’s 
responses are shown and answered jointly with the Anderson letter 
since they have the same content. 
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CDPR Response – Comment Letter 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9-1 Thank you for your support and working with CDPR to resolve your 

concerns at Lilac Lane and within the Park. 
9-2 Alternatives 1 and 2 have been dropped from further consideration. 
9-3 Protection of the Park’s resources was foremost in consideration of 

the Goals, Guidelines, and Management Zones within SSPSHP.  
CDPR will work with Park volunteers for many different functions 
including the protection of native plant communities.  Again, thank 
you for your support and cooperative efforts to make the General Plan 
balanced between community and statewide needs.  Park  resource 
interpretation will be emphasized as future facilities are approved and 
constructed.  

9-4 Please see Master Response 2 
9-5 Please see Master Response 6 
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By e-mail 
 
Dear Ms. Robinson, 
  
I live on Lilac Lane and have been very concerned about the park development and the affect that 
it may have upon the environment and upon our quality of life and personal safety. I have attended 
several public meetings and have given much input and feedback to the park department’s 
representatives. I am pleased to observe that we have been heard and that many of our concerns 
have been addressed.  

9-1 

  
In a nutshell, Figure 5 showing the “Preferred Plan” is a great solution for all and I encourage you 
to support this well thought out plan. It makes excellent use of the land for the public’s enjoyment 
while maintaining respect and sensitivity for the neighboring communities. The planners seem to 
have found a “win-win” scenario.  The “Preferred Plan” is indeed preferred! Go for it! 
  
On the other hand, Figure 6, “Alternative Management Zone”, Alternatives 1 and 2 (especially 
2!) have no sensitivity whatsoever to all the legitimate concerns brought to the attention of the parks 
department by neighboring communities. Alternatives 1 and 2 create multiple dangers to local, 
taxpaying citizens who should not have to give up their own quality of life or safety in order to make 
this land available to the public. Please scrap these poorly executed alternatives. 

9-2 

  
Now for the not so in a nut shell. In fact, the you couldn’t fit this in a watermelon! But please read 
on. I have questions. 
  
First I want to applaud any all efforts as outlined in the plan for:  

9-3 
•       Protecting native plant communities (I personally will volunteer for seed collection 

for banking and removing noxious, invasive weeds and help promote the curtailing 
of planting invasive species in our communities.) 

•       Preserving and protecting our “wetlands” (Such as it is!) 
•       Habitat restoration for wildlife (Particularly the enlargement of biocorridors for 

easy passage for larger animals and the discouraging of suburban infrastructure.) 
•       Exotic animal control (Don’t worry about the cats, as long the park will not 

decrease the coyote population they’ll take care that!) 
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•       Preserving archeological sites (Developing a “nondestructive, nonimpactive and 

safe learning environment” is key to bringing awareness to the public about the 
importance of the history of this area and our responsibility to “tread lightly”.) 

9-3 
(cont’d) 

•       Limiting light pollution (We could use some light pollution control on Lilac Lane 
too! Perhaps you could help some of our neighbors to be more sensitive to this 
issue.) 

•       Additional land acquisition  
•       Limiting overnight camping (Wise move keeping campgrounds out of the 

“Cougar Condo” feeding grounds and more importantly out of the wind tunnel 
directly up to our homes! Thank you very much for listening to our fearful voices.) 

I encourage you, as the plan is put into action, to give these all important environmental issues as 
much if not more priority and funding than may be given to the development of human 
conveniences. After all, what will this park become if access to an uneducated public is enhanced and 
encouraged without the protection of the land and the precious archeological sites?  
  
There are a few concerns and/or questions that I still have with the proposed “preferred” plan. 
They are: 

•       Fire! Even with the campgrounds being located where they are on the preferred plan, 
one cannot help but be concerned about fire in our dangerous, often windy, high risk 
area. What will be done to insure that campground rules for use of fire are being 
monitored and enforced? Smokey the Bear doesn’t live here and this is the single 
biggest concern of everyone. 

9-4 

•       Fire! Guideline 8 on page 12 (impact by firefighters and their equipment) worries me. 
Please do nothing to delay, obstruct or hinder our firefighters from protecting us and 
saving our homes!) 

•       Fire! Guideline 3 on page 12 says that the foot print of the “buffer zone” will be outside 
the park boundaries. How does this impact our personal property? Who will maintain 
these buffer zones?

•       Fire! “Controlled burns.” Need I say more? Yes I do. We all understand the theory 
behind the controlled burn. However, I am a firm believer in “human error” and we 
have witnessed these controlled burns quickly turning disastrous at great and tragic 
personal loss to the public. The wind conditions in the Santa Susanna area have been 
changing and the traditional “windy season” of October is no longer reliable. (Global 
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warming perhaps?) The conditions here can change in a heartbeat at any time of year 
and any efforts in limiting underbrush with “controlled” burns simply sounds nuts. I 
implore you to work closely with the local fire authorities who have a better 
understanding of our very specific local weather conditions.   

9-4 
(cont’d) 

•       Campgrounds. I was not able to find much of a description of the campground. Most 
of us are opposed to overnight camping for the above mentioned problems related to 
fire. Other concerns would be transient use and loud partygoers. Nobody wants to keep 
responsible families from enjoying the park. And the preferred does a nice job of 
positioning the campgrounds. Will this “joint usage” with L.A. county allow those 
affected most by the campgrounds and gateways  the ability to have law enforcement 
get involved rather than depend on a park ranger who is not going to actually be on site 
much the time or even close by?

•       Wildlife protection and “exotic animal control” It is important that nature’s checks 
and balances are kept in order. Will there ever be a coyote extermination program of 
any kind? Or other animals an uneducated public may consider “dangerous” such the 
bobcat? We need our local wild canines and felines to keep our rodent population 
under control. And all those feral cats too!  Also, how does one control the invasion of 
the cowbird? (No kidding, I’d really like to know! I love our finches!) 

9-5 

•       “Habitat modification” Just what would that entail?
•       “Enhance the wetlands” Just what would that entail? We are also concerned about the 

contamination of ground water and the surface water at our pond by the old 
Rocketdyne test site. Will the public be warned about a possible danger to their pets by 
long term drinking or swimming this water?

  
Thank you Ms. Robinson for your careful analysis of our concerns for the local environment and 
for our personal safety. Again, I want to congratulate the planners for their sincere effort to design 
a win-win situation with the “Preferred Plan” that is so very preferable! 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Mary C. Barhnill 
7897 Lilac Ln.   
Simi Valley, CA   93063 
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10-1 Thank you for your continuing interest in the Park and support for the 

Preferred Alternative of the General Plan 
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